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- Alvertifement. 


8 HE firſt of the Famplilit here 
conſider d was publiſh'd about 
| —*» half a year after the Hzftorical 
1 Aecount) - at kick time I began to 

throw my thoughts u pon it 155 writ- 
Ing, till underſtanding it to be a book 
but little read or regarded, I thought 

it not worth while to trouble the me | 
with any diſtin& anſwer at that time, 
but choſe to lay my papers aſide, till 
ſome other occaſion ſhould draw me 
out again into the ſame controverſy. 
About half a year*aga, 
other Pamphlet, which relating only 
do a ſingle fact, I eaſily foreſaw, the 
anſwer - it ET fall in fo ſhort a 
compaſs, as. might leave room for me 
to Fa what I ſaw fit in anſwer to the 
other. With this view the following 
Nope were drawn into form ſome 
nths fince ; but by reaſon chiefly 
of my abſence from town, I have 
Judg'd it proper to deter the 1 : 
tion till now. 


Will. ne 


= Nev, 6, 1730. 
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| HE N. 1 n to, ga the c. 
troverfies that have hren in the Church, 
| concer the Dot ine f the Holy 

2d Ever-bleſed Trinity, and that 
W che compa ſs of eight fermony, deliver d be- 
18 a 3 885 — a ence, I could not imagine it 
from me to deſeend to ny 

ne. and incidental circumſtance,. but hoped to 
be allowed the uſual liberty of thoſe who write 
epitomes, to note down the principal points upon 
2 the controverſy turn'd, and refer the more 
ll iſitive Reader to the original Amhbrs for his 
fuller ſatisfaction; ro whom I have made ſuch fre- 
Ay references as can leave him little at a loſs in 
cular... And yet from hence I am charg- 


ed, by 2 ** anonymòvs Wrigns: with. 3 
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and mi 
porting 


by much abler hands. 


. de e with ſtifling and miſe. 
of evidence, and. what not? But amidſt 
all this noiſe and outcry, it gives me a very ſen- 
fible ſatisfaction to obſerve, that he is forced either 


to catch at ſhadows, or elſe to lay ſtreſs upon ſuch 


interpretations as have been conf 


over and over 


That an Hiſtorian ought to be impartial is very 
certain, and ſo far to be indifferent towards all 
parties, as not to deal unjuſtly in tepfeſenting them. 
ut Feduld never underſtand, that he is not al- 
lowed to make his own reflections on the facts 
which he relates, and declare his judgment con- 
cerning them; I could never underſtand, that he is 
bound to ſpeak with the ſame reſpect of Traitors 
and Rebels; as of lawful Princes and their faith- 
ful Adherents. If our cenſorious Critick will un- 
dertake to juſtify theſe rules of hiſtory, he muſt 


at the ſame time allow that there never was ſuch 


a thing as an impartial hiſtory, no, not in the 
reren, 
No more could I imagine, when I undertook - 


| the part of an Hiſtorian, that I ſhould be obliged | 

dt. enter into all the critical diſputes about rhe uſe 
of certain phraſes in the early ages,” any. otherwiſe 
than as the courſe and nature of "the hiſtory ſhould 


make it neceſſary. They do properly belong to 


= 


another branch of the Controverſy, and have al- 


2 been ſo fully e by Dr. 3 in 
His writings againſt this anonymous Gentleman, 
that as it had been a matter of too much length 


to fall within my compaſs, ſo it had certainly ex- 


poſed me to tlie blame of an uſeleſs repetition of 


the ſame things which had been much better urged 


and ſtated by another hand. For which reaſon all 
that this Gentleman has been pleaſed to urge againſt 


me in proof of the Fathers Supremacy, and the 
\Swubjeftion'of the Son, and his diſtinction between 
1 has | primary 


7 


— 7 


* 


| primary and ſecondary worſbip, together wich the 
references to his former writings upon thoſe points, 


25 be beſt anſy Wer d by y referring him to ſuch paſ- 
8 fall and 40 eke, n 0 is _—_ 
an IT 


_— confu 


II. Tt . ald b be his ? ENT oy Des = 
this acute wp — wzo requires ſuch an exact 
and critical account of every Particular, ſhould 

himſelf unde! ru to . 3 true eee. of 1 ie 
controverſy, Without e n 
fat on Aich it 1 * Ho ll ub 
were read pointed our to him torch chat 13 Horical 
account which he pre to confute. And yet 
What has he added to the 
_ * tioned, beſides a confaſed. attempt to ſettle and 
unſettle the meaning of the word dhe, an | 
unfair repreſentation of the Council. 1 of Antioch a- | 
 gainſt Paul of Samo/ata—. a ſhameleſs denial of a M 
plain fact, viz. that the Hereticks of the firſt ages | | 
bb bjected to the Catholicks, that they divided the 
9 a falſe ſtate of the queltion debated 
| between Alexander and Arius, the interpoſition of 
Conſtantine, and the Council of Nice,. and an un- 
reaſonable triumph in the deciſions of ſome Arian 
or Semi- Arian Councils in the following reign? 
fad his accounts been right in every particular, —_ 
yet could this deſerve to be entitled a true narra- = 
live of the controverſy. ? Muſt his Adverſary be | 
blamed, for omitting a few circumſtances which 
; haye but a ſlender relation to the main import of 
ſome facts? And can he juſtify himſelf in the en- 
tire. omiſſion of a great number of material and 
important facts, moſt neceſſary to be known for 
the ſtating of this controverſy in a clear light? 
If T had falſly reported or miſrepreſented them, it 
was his buſizels te to detect the fallacy, as he — 
"Pp endeavour'd to do in thoſe few inſtances 5 
ready 
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dees doch will fland, tet 
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| ready mente. Bu Ir I trav#'*pc 
| then the wann g eue Hiſtory fad be 


berech us in thoſe f 


3301369 Yiu 101 Das Mu nem 


rt. 
Blut ſure thisconſiderat te e ſome wei 
reaſon for an omiMon: e eyery Read hey 


Leeuld aflign'a good one for 
Sn it; und therefore I as che yer 

0 eramine khar Wich he Has 2 V for Hirnſelf . 
b e Fhi er fact: 
I have ths © 1 


Nite God Fre) A ( 
ſuing and d from the 0 05 5% the fin 77.8 
bury the vations fa 3 27 _ * per. 
febiitions of thy Athan {0 call, 
#s' einer were 88 2 2 by the "temps 
rat rs; 
0 — ie! it looks ore + the der f k gat 

_  16ſay formerhin e Some 
Readers may look into his Only, and Src X 
who-Iook inte boch, "way not de ab le 10 * 
dannen end, e Fe, a et” 1755 EY 
e ahne do lab @ 


20 1 But find the ihe + to OY a lie 
Was it — —.— che p rpoſe to obſerve that the 
0 Manne in ancient A n L che 
hereſies of Gert inks, evindet their opinion of the 
Godhead''ts be ſuek as could not >offibly conſiſt 
with the fundamental principles bf Arlaniſmn? Wa 
is nothing to the x roc. chat Simon Alagus and 
d PII, chat 1 Noetus and 


= Tru Narrat. p. 12. 
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"a 


I ws they cdu not have that no- 
| —.— re ron which. the  Avians 
efpcuſed?: Was i it not material to take notice, how. 
the very name af Trinity ifrikes at the hereſies in 
both extreanaz and —— qther terms came to be 
| introduced in this controverſys as the different 
| kind of poſition made el furniſhed an 
occaſion fon them? Was it of no moment to the 
Gidon e chisCortroverfy, ithat, gu * * 5 . 
men Clement, (to ſay Aa e 9 4 5 
ſack lofty: ——— of the Sang 
it, as muſt ſupport thei Caibolit, and pag. Wa 
wrde eech the Arian, e 
ib not a conſiderable argument on: our fide, 
an Heathen Aüthor, F r Lucian, —— 
noned the dodtrine. of the Cbriſtaan Chircvabaug 
the Trinity; ini ſuch terms as inclined Socinus him 
ſelf to admit, that the preſent Catbalict notion of 
the F inity was embraced by /ome Chriſtians of chat 
age? Was it nothing to che purpoſe to obſerve 
trat chis notion could not be firft advanced by; 
Montanzs, becauſe he was a good while ſuffer d to 
remain in the communion of the Church, and Was 
rot at laſt rejected for any innovation in this par- 
ticular; and Tertullian who fell into his deluſions, 
pet declares that he had always entertainꝰd the ſame 
thoughts of the Trinity, and had not firſt received.” 7 
them from this pretended Paraclete? Was it not 
miterial to obſerve, how the doctrine of Hippoly- 
15, im oppaſition to Noetus, agrees with · that 
Tertullian, in oppoſition to Praxeas.- which ſhews | 
ir to have been the doctrine of Grieks as well as 
Latins, of Catbolicks as well as Montaniſts, ſo that 
mutually they receive light and confirmation from 
each ocker? V oe there 3 to che purpoſe 8 


by 2 15 
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j geuriſſed er 


1 Var all along ſupported under its.greateſt ſtruggles 


X hier ant 
— 2 nor in x the apdlogy which Div 
eps preferited for bimſelf, Nb 
the other Diowfus wrote on that odcabont-. |, 
Aſter the riſs of Arias, was. inet again man. 
＋ Ware 3 what d. OP eva- 
r ; — lan 
| — or but 
8 ſhelter of the civil pow- 
e Was 3 take notice, how after 
the withdrawing of ſuch favour and ere 
hey dwindled into little parties, and at length ta 
none, whilſt the cathotick doctrine in this 
n received, that the frar of deux. 
e ga birth to other nne about the: perſon 
Chi E, and the nature of this 
_ of the Divinity with human fleſn ) Was it not 
worth our obſervation, how the catholick doctrine 


* — 2 particularly that moſt grievous 
(frica, when God was pleaſed — 


el evidence of miracles, and Confeſſom 
EO without tongues, were the undoubted 


witneſſes of the truth. of what taught? Wa 
it not, laſtly, material to 2 q 


, were made on the behalf of hereſy at the time of 
| the- Reformation; EYE how im the ead;they were 
_  - defeated, whilſt they, whoſe averſion to Popery is 
| * — AR generally been convinced 


that 
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cs ee an this mutet, h r 


from being ahy of the innovations or 


of Popery, that it is indecd an erg amd me 


t doctrine of the Chrifien R W 
all cbeſe N 
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33 his Pamphle > rpm,  narra- 
3 „ 9 50 v7 0 i orital 
. ont of the 


d every 
On chat be — a true narrative of the: contre 


22 which dwells entirely a cir 


ot duo, and leaves out the material nn þ 
on which a juſt ſtate of the rente 
pend ? Or can chat be a reply to the 
mur, which takes no notice of ſuch various par- 
_ ticular. upon which the bjorical account has laid 


the few paſſag 


Ih cake the pains briefly to re-confider them. 


IV. The firſt u che uſe f the word « 
oo which this Author admits to be met ich 
u ſome ancient Authors, but to have ben talen 
tom che Pleronick Philo y, and to have had 2 
| meaning very different from that in which the mo- 
dm eriboden pretend to explain it. 
- have ſuemn us what that m 
| 0s inconfiftent with the Cat ic expolitioit, 
1 he may remember, that we do not 
unnd chat whatever is affirmed by any 
Writers che Beings which are term'd 
is therefore applicable to the Per- 


db of the Triniy. We only inſiſt, that by that 


term they intended an equality in all natural or eſ- 


" _ a 


WE OT 


* * 
i 4 i 
. 4 


points of e ENT 2 
I qannot but ſtand amazed at our Author's confi-. 


bing that is any way to the purpoſe. 


Avex 4 - 


ſuch juſt and reaſonable ſtreſs? However, that 
es in which I am concerm'd as att 


Hiſtorian, may not be thought to ſtand unanſwer*d, 


He ' ſhould E 
is, and wherein 


Platonick 
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deny 00. treats Fithir and Son. Tam 


content therefore to admit what is alledge by my | 


agoniſt, that the Pæmander aſcribec | no Hemd 
2 ©" might be the work of ſore Plaroniz. 

et i from his calling the Mord of 
that the ground of 
Rirtbeing one with the, Creator, Lcollect that he 
uſed: the word qq in the ſatne acceptation we 


2 for at pteſent, and conſequently that the 


doctrine was not unknown in the age when 


an, * I urge that «Writer's: authorit no far- f 


therthan this, d heihas afinuhbr: Re quo- 


be 4 ven Dei 28 pe” — 


and made by. the Creator of ail, I am not concern d 


for the conſiſtency of his opinion, eſpecially ſince 


this Author has not. ſtated any other meaning of 


tht word — 8 n an he N18 be conſiſtent- 


F pee Ed Ki kt 4 W 


od 


N 161 nx b > 4; N 45 541 114 . *. TE 4 


V. The ace of the 1 Wider in more 
conſiderable. But here in the firſt place this Au- 


chor nes mee with falſification, | in-repreſent- 


d:Egſebius to afſure us, be bad ſeen this word 


al By ome learned and eminent Biſhops. and Wri- 


ters among ibe Aurientes to expreſ3 the oy Divinity | 


ef Father and Son. This. (he complains) it a fa. 
grant falſe report concerning Euſebius, Who lays , 


only, that in treating of the Divinity of Father and 


San, they made uſe of tbe word oh ronſubſtantial. 


It muſt be own'd that neither he nor I have given the 


exact or literal tranſlation of Enſebins's — But 


I have put his words in the margin, from whence 
think it appears that I have kept nearer to his mean- 


Ing. 70 > pores uſe a ee in 1 of a ſubject, 


rn rhe rene 
toy Euſeb. 


f 7 


| acknowledgment.” He was here giving account of 


5 teme whole wriings are now lo 


with the Atbanaſian 
| muy and reproaches it as the reſult of his falling 


7 Farber add Han. And if ſo, 2 
10 Aer. their conſubſtantial- Divi- 
=— — inichinbur to fay, the One Divinity 
paper und Son It is not material to enquire 
kecher: Zaſebiur was all along conſiſtent with this 


lance in the Council of Nice, and de- 
it by the authority of ancient Writers. 
The e meant by Euſebius m ight probably 
But fince 
sn ſome whoſe wri 


the fame term a 


are 


_ tillipreſerv'd, our: Author may enjoy his opinion, 
that theſe are the ſame writers who were d 
by Eaſebiur. But his endeavouring to ſhew 


MY 


other paſſages that they were men of. Arian — 
ments, and conſequently meant ſomething elſe by 


the word conſubftantiality, is meer trifling ing And chi- 
anne, except he had firſt ſhewn what other ſenſe 
dat word would reaſonably bear in their way of 
uſing it; and likewiſe made anſwer to thoſe de- 
fences _ have ogy made for them by Biſhop 
* Asto Tanwihew, 1 in-the firſt vine; our Author e, : 
very inconſiſtently, repreſents him to have had che 


fame notions which were afterwards called Arian, 


nnd therefore to haye meant quite another matter 
by the conſubſtantiality of the Son and Spirit: and 


yet a few pages afterwards i, admits his agreement 
doctrine of a conſubtantial 


ontani/m.:, After this, I may fairly refer the 
Reader to that repreſentation which I have made 
of his opinions in the biſtory, and reckon it to be 


1 _ weakened by this inconſiſtent oppoſition. 


VVV 27. 35 50. 4 
we?) Origen 


6— eaten —— 
li. and our n 5 | 


Arian wor 

ſſiſtent k Will ts e 2 
$ gg word conſubflaxtial in the earbolick ſenſe? which is 

dus point in queſtion. | But there is ſo little ſaid 

Fey chi Author to clear up his notion, ahd ſo much 
has been offer d by others to clear the exception 
able paſſuges to a carbolick- e ron - 
1 8 uous to enlarge upon it here. 
wa The caſe of Diowy/lus of Zlecandria is: ſo-fully 
—_ ſtared in the biflorical account, where this Author's 


under no apprehenſion of hi being 

weaken'd'by any ching that can de offer d to drew 

Ihe like muy be fc 
ye 

whom our Abo: + fag Vo Sigua, xi objec- 

2 of” Photius, Licbodg tn notice of what 


5 urged wer and over e 


1 VI. e of fingle Andlad 
Bes, our Author i comes down to the Council of 
1 Dich, which he glories in as a full evidence on 
kia fide Had the genuine acts of that council 
bern preſerved, this matter have been ſet in 
Sark ligh. But by the accounts which are 
N 1 F apprehend he has no reaſon w 1 
- "boaſt of any advantage to his cauſe, Our Author x 
3 to reconcile the account of Hilary with 


that of 5 and Bail, by ſup pong that 
Pu of $ might ar Beſt al Ain the en- 


Allanau in a Sebel Tenſe, and after the 


235. 5 DIY | * ap 41. 
n Council 


/ 


objeCtions were confider'd beforehand, that I am 


ps Oz vichal 1 8 Wo was 


Tes, but OOTY bed tj kene M it 
mas catbolick doftrine, and only recti it oe 
mt ben i % Paul ta decerve' them 5. they w 
1 dba baue explain'd in vat ſenſe they. — 
milled it, as mail as is 2 e 
_ . And ſo no doubt they would, if 
1 r that word to ſilenee * hereſliess 
2 rr 
13 which he had fopbiſtically abuſed; 
and for which they. bad no need in the controver- 
ies of that time, which were bviatcd by aſ- 
| che perſovality. and Divinity of the Sov 


The caſe was otherwiſe in 26s e ove with Ai 
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 unſeripturabterms,” and to have expreſsd the faith 


only in the hords of Scripture=: I had obſerv'd the 
2; that thoſe terms were only introduced 
to guard againſt the enen explanation of table: 
reticks. '13} e. 43:5 
He would, laſtly e, ic have: it thought, that the 
terms made uſe of by the Nicens Council were meant 
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dean Kad already, till mmthing more fp 
beofl#dto invalidate it Meanwhile our Author 
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ment of whole who are converſant. in cheſe marrirs 
And m eoneluſion uf all, I cannot but expreſs ſome 
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Selle er following uges pot uten drm; and che 


they ſtruek at fortie-pecaliur: 
far from intendin 


ſitions of 
l ng that natural 
| r. Dut as the ing of that 
neil has been often dur d ag by aber hands, 


_ ind abfs- briefly ſtatid n che NH Axcuunt, 1 


alt hold my ſelf exxvaſed from repeating what has 


ſpecious ſhall | 


kirſelf ſeems not to be in ſenſibbe uf cheweight and 
hypethe when he espreſſes v fiich Seal for abo- 
Mig the bens 2 by it, and recommend 
un of be "Governors of \ the 


this to v rom fdevar 
* {| , 45 | | 
Warner of zyt imm . 


anwenden eee n enen 
II. Our Anthor's work, afterchis; is dhieftyem- 
phoy'tin ſtatisg the deine of fore rium or $1. 
Arias Councils; for which- he has :eapreſy'd a 


greut eſtecrty, and I bu little. But as neither his o- 


_ [Hor mine vill paſd for evidencep 1s h; am per- 
(det that the mechöds which were uſed, for the 
eonvendior ant managrrmencof Colneits;ubctie rcign 
Com ams, will gals no great ſupport or eredit 
10 Re caſe However A am content chat his re- 
Mtien and tine Mould be ſubmined-t6:che judg- 


fitidfattion char a perſon who wanted n Inctination 
to ſpy out any faults in my . and ſer them in 
the worlt light, ſhould fix, after dll, upon fo few 

particulars, and be fo litiſe able to make good hit 
allegations in them; and when he pretends:to give. 
us 2 new narrative in oppoſition to it, ſhould doit 
7 defective and fallacious. 
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 dorino of the NA whe continued to 
fr wee VO: after their tongues bag 
Vun cum guf by erder of, Hunnkric, an Arian, King 
f the Vandals. -As this Author has written. in & 
more genteel and ſchalar-like manner than the Au- 
tler of the Regiys ſa he is entitled to another kind 
af aniiver,. And I do not only allow, but i __ — 
to make the. {ame ſearch na, the grounds of 
other fact reported in that hiftorg, being are 
chat hat is „ receive confirmation by 0 
means, and not defirous ta abide by any chi 
which will not ſtend the teſt of ſuch 1 N 
| N iring — 
petting to my evidence, h How me, in 
to examine. the — 01 h his r 
—— . upaf 
becauſe — —4 fem to him ſufficient] 5 ſup: 
| — OW exceptions which are ma 
particular Fact, eicher by the Writer of this 
—— or hy his correſpondent, who wrote the * 
face to it, do reſpect either the orcaian e on 
this miracle was Wrogght, or the nature of the mi- 
rale itielf. I Wee dene by which! it is atteſted, 
5 I. As to che pecafion on 1 this miracle was 
yrought, the Writer of the preface is of opinion, 
chat when a diwine rovslotion is once ſertled and aß g- 
laßt d, there is no reaſon 10 expef? new miracles for 
we e of an) N it, and that᷑ they 


would 
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| the. 


chat i is Vow and under 


| "He obſerves, as to this inſtance in Afri. 
Both parties profe pd themſelves Chriſtianb, and that 


WO I 5 . 


would in fuck a caſe be ente, Wich he con- 
firms from Abraham's" anflver"\tothe rich man in 


arable ilch hear not Moſes and the Pro- | 
neil her will they Ie perſuaded,” ths one roſe 


phon 


From the dead. Bit as that paſſage relates fiot to 


any controverſy that mig ht ha ppen about che mean. 
Hig of a rule, but to wn 0 Allobedlence to a rule 
3 
cy of fuch and the prop uſi 
them, is a lerer ef Providenee-w c 8 
ver penetrate, and therè may be wiſe ends in 5 


Divine counſels for ſuchl 4 diſpenfarion;"alcho* we 


ſhould have no apparent reaſon'to 


> elf. * 3 
ca, that | 


the'di 725 Nee thein did not relate to the truth of 


— Chrif ianrevelationin enieral,” but balyto'the ſenſe 


particular doArine. Which is fo far from pro- 


2 that they had no occaſion for miracles, that to 


Fenellaen it rather argues chat they had. 
the diſpute been about the truth of Chriſ- 
ity in general, it might perhaps have ſufficed 


to o das the miracles wrought by the Apoſtles: 


but when both ſides pretended to adhere to the doc- 
trine taught hy the Apoſtles, and diſputed about 
the real meaning or deſign of it,” here ſeems to be 


pom for à new interpoſition, eſpecially among a 


ple rude and illiterate. who might eaſily paſs 
ment on the evidence of ſenſe, but not Gh wy 
knen debates about the uſe of Words. 

- He adds, that Chriftians are no "where taught to 
thee miracles for. the confirmation of their faith un- 
der ſufferings. But the like anſwer will ſuffice. 
Go beft knows the greatneſs of their trials, and 
_ the ſufficiency of their ſupports, and therefore can 
judge "when and what additions ſhould be made to 
them, *tho' we are not able to lay down any rule 
or. our expecting r | "In fer we * on 


8 4 2 r 


we can ne. 


rin r ny WR — W 


new 2 for ithe ſuppo 


Hes d, — which it declures to baus in view : that 
u, 10 give us clear and perfect rule of every thing 
3 _ #5. neceſſary for us to believe and practiſe, and 


ow? 


,mit hee * 
rtf his ſervants 
under — and the Chriſtian Church was 


— Jure. 


| never — abi greater trial or difficulty, than in 


= attly als "ſuggeſts; that "theſe e my 
a d thuugbt by ſome to loo too much lite im- 


ee pry amn s are now 


net 119560007 38 


porting. the Clrifian religion, as not ſufficlent is 
of "the main ends for which it was de- 


ih us with all proper” \ motives to conflancy 


in the profiles. of «it. I cannot help what ſome 


may thint; but: ſure it is enough to vindicate the 


4 2 of Pręvidence, to have given 4 revelation 
J 


and perfect in itſelf, and alfo ſufficiently ex- 


1 plained and enforced for all ordinary caſes, pro- 


vided in ſuch as are ſingular and extraordinary, 


ſuch farther explication and enforcement be not 


with- held as is properly adapted to them. 
The Author of the letter ſpeaks more darkly 


= upon this ſubject, than his friend the Author of-the 


preface. For tho? he inclines. to think a, that a 


power of working miracles. laſted after the Apoſtles = 
days, and cannot ſay how long, yet he ſeems not 
to give much-eredit to the report of any, but thoſe 


that were wrought while Paganiſm was the efta- 


Bed religion thro' the Roman empire. Miracles 
ſaid to be. — after this, aud among Chriſtians, 
ſhould in my apprebenſion (ſays he) be very cautiouſly 
uſed," as an argument for the truth of the Chriſtian 
religion, and more eſpecially for the proof of any par- 
ticular dofirine. The reaſon he gives is, becauſe 
5 are "Ong le and 18 822 . in the "_ 


555 and 


—2 — - . — 
. n A 2 2 7 
— » — 

— * 2 —_— 


Sy £ D n wn 
* * | hes A . — — RCP " 2 0 
— bs . of |. STENT" p 
ee, > — r < a 


"As Craps 23 yOu als, i fo 
et the truth 3 


the-credit of the evidenge ſupporting: it : 1 1 5 


have but proper vouchers for its being dane, I con- 
ecive it can be — for u to diſpute 
whether chere ceaſ ame 
At "oh EO TAL Arn 8 Ar 
2 ² A nant 
place, its being ſingular in its K ind, is urged as 4 


11 
9 


_ canfideretion- do render it ſuſpocted i. Miba the 


Mpoſthes ' wenk'd miroties an bnmau bodies, ich 
nan 
gam to tis exereeefe. 8 08 Was 
exred by. eur Savipur, be looſeu the firing of bis 
langue, but did not give Lim the faculty of Jpecch 


without a ng. Vs do not read,” that 


ex /ight wha —— or made them ca of 


feat in any ather than the natural. manner i or that 
84944 ita wither'd band was made 10 uſe it, till 


it was refieved wol as the other. But in the 
miracle mne are ſpeaking of, there nuas a faculty 11. 
fared, without. the organ. A miraiie-indeed of mi: 


races! I am glad to find the fact, I Was 


exinfeſedly. miraeulous. Admit ir chen to be fin- 
ric uy kind that can be no juſt bar to the 
exedit- of ir. . only 


! al He, icenos in caſes of fact; wiz. the evidence 
1 iſtory, 


the authority of the witneſles acteſting 
it. The hiſtory of Balgam's A, ſpraking with bur 


man uoiag to forbid the madneſs of a Prephat, is 3s 


ſingular in its kind, as this can be pyetended to be. 


Ang 2 J apprehend it is Nr leſs e 


becaulc of its ſingularitey. „At | 
[York chels Graticmen, the decks of qe lot | 


ter, and of the preface, ſeem greatly afraid leſt we 


F. 13,14 { Pref. p. Lett. p. 3. 


bad 20 as ſhould 


WE 


Autos Ul. 1 — kee fra erer | 

— not te nt upon fats which are noe 
ſpported;- we be ruſſfly dared to give 

: 9 s dre 1 mef win never wane 

matter for ſeft an ridicule; and 1 Ggabt net bur 

the Kory 

blem as much Mer Ren 


dr Falun Af might be fade to 1255 _ 
2606" Bot 1 K N no tele of com 


ad t Conferibes' 
5 which 


: Noah oblige ud give ap the ée er The other, 
ſo long as the teſtimonies chat : Tupport them. Are 
fuſſicient and cribls | 
N 1-35 5449 » E r 1272 1711 9 DAG z iber | 
U The Erft evidener erümit ; b this Autor 
x chat of ur Firm fo; whe was x Biſhoþ 
M HfPIHR, & Ouüfeſſor in the fame eution um 
der Mannerir, ant WG: his. hi Bout thibe 
yas "ufrer this Fae.” He was ehr without det 
A chte Hiſtérian; he had ſuſheient 
pertumty to ſetis "Minfelf of che Feality of the 
n and Re of. it with grest eengdence; 
aud refers» his deaders to Confunfunl for bealar 
cohvidtion. This, if falſe, had bren I eaſſly chm. 
— . that ir mußt have been the heiglit of 
to put it upon that iſſue Withoar certam 
rounds j nor is it HRety that the Arfant meuld Have 
tft the Canhobett to glory in it wicohffouPd,” if 
—_ Had really” Been able to exeept aggeint the 


—— this i it will foe to have but little weight 
which is ſaggeſted by this Author t, that ove ma 
%y reaſonably conctnde; thus Victot never ſane thefe 


ns, mor bear them ſprak; for if br bad, 
De noß rertaihly won 14 Bave told as fo, and not ſem 
0 _ to. Eotſtantiiople 75 the truth: 


1 | 's £00: | 
ily | | any 


| ©) 222 hee deere as, fa von 
: ö MEG hs wo 
| 2 themſelvers 


an Hiſtorian, ſure of nothing; butophat 
ſees with his on eyes, or .3ecel 


did? He;might eafily enquize; into ch 
the: ſftoryz,;and be-ſpeaky, — _— fa- 


tisfied. wich chem: nof Gg he ſend his Readers. to | 


Conſtaptinaple; becauſe he look d. upon thg thing $0 
he at all dog ful, but beau 
be fo-incredylous as to ak for Ocular conviction... 
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V. The teſtimony of Aneas of (Gaze id mõο⁹]]᷑ | 
minute and particular, not only that he /aw the 


men, but thatidiferufiing his ars, I cxamived with 
bis eyes, "ang: opening the mou 
tengas was torn from the pott. But to this it is 

| poop los ze that ness. does not dee his 
perſon, but only infa dialogue between Ari. 


ahve dend ede, he makes the firſt of them 


expreſs. himſelf in that manner, - that we are not 
ſo much as fare-ofiche ageoin — mom LEneas. lived, 

wand whether it were in the lame or a following 

age, it can only be collected chat he 3 the 


ſtory himſelf, nd has therefore brought a perſon 


into his ue affirming he had ſeen and — 
them. 7 — to this it may be ſaid, that usa 


account is ſo nice: and circumſtantial, that learned ; 


men ſeem not to have been without reaſon, in judg- 

ing him to have en it ang his. un in- 
ſpection. 1 158 . LES 

But I muſt confeſs I was aware of os objedtion, 


and therefore had ſo far caution'd, my quotation, | 


as to obſerve that he relates it in his dialogue undi 
th perſon of Axitheus. But at what time ſoever 


ee x 24» 25 26, 27. 
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for-more than his words n | 8 AY 


from mich yo 4 


ic {ome perſons 1 I 


uth- ſam abat the bole 
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Aneas be ſuppoſed to have lived, thus much is 


/ Clear, 
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and I am content to lay no greater ſtreſs upon it, 
tho it is to my apprehenſion much more probable 


that he either relates it of himſelf, or at leaſt — 


he was ſatisfied, Jome other A 


the fact in the manner he deſeribes. 
VI. The next teſdimany confider'd Te this 


thor, is that of Juſtinian, kick ſome perhaps (lays 


hes) may think very conſiderable, becauſe what bs 
ſays of the flory it in one of bis laws, which may 
be confider'd as a publick record. I ſhall now add, 


that it is the more conſiderable, becauſe Juſtinian, 


tho he had ſeen the men formerly, yet wrote not 


this account till many years afterwards; which 
ſhews that the ſtory ſtill ſubſiſted in credit, after 


it had ſtood the teſt 185 ſuch as pleaſed to examine 


it, 
"What then hos our Author alledged in bar to this 


authority? Why he ſays, this paſſage of itſelf is 


/ far from priviug the thing, that had not ſuch 4 


- 


ory been heard of before, one ſhould ſcarce interpret 


pœnas ſuas loquebantur, in this ſenſe, they re- 
hted, or, 4—— an account of their ſuffering. 
For my part, I think one ſhould ſcarce interpret 
them otherwiſe. And this Author ſeems to be 
nearly of the fame opinion, when he adds imme- 


tidtely , =7bey can NECESSARILY be ſaid to fig- 
niſy no more, than that in a lameniable manner = 


SHEWED what puniſpment they bad undergone, which 
MIGHT be done without any articulate ſounds or ſpeak- 
ing. But will any one ſay, that one ſoould ſcarce in- 
; Ws ab a ward in o__ ſenſe, beyond what neceſſarily 


* Ra 7, 2 The words of Fuftinian are theſe: Vidi- 


- aus Pla wires, gui, abſciſſis radicitus linguis, ſuas pœnas 
be Pin loquebantur. , Juſtinian. Cod. I. 1. tit. 27. Archel. 


ræfect. Pretor. Afri. 85 F. _ 


C 
mult be, or that that certainly was the caſe, which 
only poſſibly migbi be. It is at leaſt more natu. 
ral and agreeable to the uſe of ſpeech, to under. 
ftand Juſlinian in the ſenſe before mention d. 
L admit what this Author adds, that loquor ;; 
frequently uſed in a metaphorical ſenſe but then, 1 
inſiſt that meraphors are not to be urged arbitrarily 
and without reaſon, eſpecially in laws and records, 
where the plaineſt and moſt ſimple ftile ſhould be 
expected. And I cannot but admire that our Au- 
thor, who calls this here a metaphorical ſenſe, ſhould 
ſo far forget himſelf in his 524 page, as to call it 
the moſt obvious ſenſe. Beſides, when the whole is 
taken together ——abſciſſis radicitus linguis loque- 
| bantir—— a man mult be very much reſolved not 
to believe the. ſtory, who can explain it to any 
other than the literal meaning. Or whatever might 
be faid of this paſſage, if taken by itſelf, yet when 
It is taken in conjunction with other accounts of the 
Fame and of the following age, it cannot but be 
Tuppoſed to refer to the fame fact, and make the 
fame repreſentation of this miraculous deliverance, 
Nor is our Author, after all, very much in love 
with this metaphorical interpretation, but does in 
effect give it up by a parentheſis at the bottom of 
the page, at the very ſame time that he is urging 
another reaſon to enforce it. I (ſays he b) he meant 
any thing more in that place (WHICH YET I SHALL 
NOT DENY) '#is much be ſbould not enlarge upon i. 
at leaſt, that he ſhould not repreſent it as à ver) 
Wonderful miracle. It is hard, at twelve hundred 
years diſtance, to be required to give a reaſon, 
why. a man, who ſaid enough to our purpoſe, did 
not ſay more. And yet if we muſt needs have 
| ſome expreſs mention of a miracle, we may find 
it much more probably than that metaphorical In- 
_ terpretation, if by cutting off one ſmall ſyllable, 
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 inflead of miami loguebantar, . we. would: read 
on mirabiliter loguslantur. 
Tally, our 755 adds e, that tho' loqueban- 5 
fur ſhould be taken literally, yet ſtill Juſtinian's 
words do not neceſſarily imply, that be ever hear, 
thoſe men ſpeak, or examin d into the truth of the 
Han, but only that hs. ſaw ſuch perſons wao $Pare, 


/ 
\ 


that is, WHO WERE USED. TO SPEAK, and give an 


account of their ſuffering. Such training of language 
diſcovers a wir ſuffering biaſs to one. ſide of : 
queſtion, and can need no anſwer: 8 thoſe 8 


10 capable of attending to 8 


VII. Mareellinas Comes, WO was ; Paſtinian' = 


DF nt” wo is another of the witneſſes: And our 


Author deals with him as he has done with his 


Mlaſter, obſerving d that the words consPExXI Lo- 


ab ENT ES, don't neceſſa2rily imply that be ſau and 
beard them when they ſpake. - They may intimate no 


more than that be ſaw ſome of theſe SPEAKING PER= 
Zons, or ue were reported to ſpeak. If be had de- 


fign'd the former ſenſe, he might have put it out of 


all doubt, by ſaying AuDIVI LOQUENTES. For 
my part, I am ſo weak as to ſtand by the gram- 
matical conſtruction, and think that the words 
coxsPpEXI LOQUENTES do neceſſarily imply that 
he ſaw them ſpeaking. And it was in this caſe 


more proper to ſay. conſpexi, than audivi loquentes, 


becauſe the proof of the miracle depended on the 


evidence of. ſight. 
There is one objection more, made in common 


againſt this Writer and Juſtinian e, that they muſt 
needs have been very young, when they ſaw theſe 


Confeſſors, and conſequently eaſy tobe impoſed upon in 


caſe any hou * was af gu'd. But if this obſer- 
vation 


ould be thought to take off from their 
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| == exactne in examining, yet che diſtance of tim it 
n which they reported it, will fr chat it had not 
a char while been dufficiently/galnſkie or refute, 
"Ance perſons of that figure and conſequence did 
openly avow and maintain it. endes oonty 
Conſtantinopit, a Schator of that rSyal city, had, by 
hire thbroughly innb the fact. But the exception 
nade to his teſtimony is thiss, that he does not ſoy 
one word of bis having ſten or beard theſe men bin. 
felf, or that they were in being when be wrote his 
Hey. Thee relation will be never the leſs true, if 
we? we fuppoſe it to have been written after the men 
; were dead; and whether Procoptus ſaw the men or 
not, yet living as he did at Conan⁰,eo ple, and being 
Afterwards raiſed to à ſtation which gave him the 
Heſt means of enquiry, it muſt be very extraordi. 
mary to imagine he could be deceivd in a fact of 
tis importance. And yet after all, the phraſe 
we Yectis to we to imply ſometbing more than their 
_ - being alive 0 bis time, (as our Author tranſlates 
_ it) 4.e. not dead and buried before Procopius was 
porn; namely, their being cogeiber with him at 
wy Conſtantinople, fo as to appear before him at leaſt, 
u ee delt Faulty of ſpeech, 6: tri mpo; tut 
_ egiblec 6s bogurrig ix giro Argen vf Pf. And 
T luppoſe it 1s opt wh ground that Evagrius has 
cited Procopras as an eye-witneſs-of the fact, which 
dur Avthord cenſures as a falfity. = 


1 8 


IX. Victor Tununenſis, tho” he lived alſo in the 
"reign of Jaſtinian, yet does not affirm the matter 
of his own knowledge, but appeals to the teſtimo- = 

3 Ty of the royal city, where their bouies were interr'd. 
=. This our Author calls contenting bimſelf with a 
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the teſtimony of divers credible witneſſes, who law 
5 theſe Confeſſors themſelves, and without finding 


inquiring into the falt from thoſe ch 
porary. To which we need only reply, that in- 
ſtead of refetring. his Readers to contemporary 


witneſſes, whe were probably dead by the time of 


his writing, and could no more be enquired af, he 


choſe ratſſer:to refer them to ſepulchral n 5 


ind as ſandtion of a public a 


4K Thebenhining Authors who have a - - 
tion of this miracle are Evagrius, and Gregory tie 
_ Great, and Hiaore Archbiſiop of Sevil; and tho 


they do not pretend to be eye-witneſſes of it them- 


ſelves, as living in the latter part of the ſixth cen- 
tuty, yet their teſtimony is conſiderable for all 
that, which ſhews that the ſtory ſtill-maintain'd. its 
credit, and had not been overthrown by any 


counter evidence. 
In ſnort, the ſtrength of the whole evidence lies in 


this that a Biſhop of that age and nation wrote an 
account of the fact, within three years after it was 


tranſacted, and ſpake of it as a matter of ich any 


one might be convinced by ocular demonſtration, at 
Conſtantinople chat his report is ſo far from be- 
ing | contradicted or refuted by any counter evi- 


dence, that it is indeed abundantly confirm'd by 


7 reaſoh to ſuſpect an impoſture, continued Ih 


tte frm belief of it to the latter part of their lives, 
When they wrote thoſe accounts of it which are 
tranſmitted to us that ſtill no one was able to 


ainſay this miracle, but it continued in full ere- 


dit thro” the next age, when Zvagrias, Gregory . 
and Hotte, 2 high ſtation, and flouriſh⸗ 


ing in different countries, gave the ſame relation, 


us of a matter that was amply and ſufficiently at- 
W And if ue d, 3 refer d 
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| that arch. perſons lay buried there, inſtead of 
Were Conte 
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- to any latter age, chat will only. ſhew The ſtrength 
of the tradition, which preſerv'd its credit through. 


out every age; nor was there ever any attempt 
that I can find) to overthrow the teſtimonies that 
ſupport it, before this Pamphlet appear'd which! 
| aMmaow; conſidering; g ln 
Upon the whole, I think I may conclude, that 
there are few matters of hiſtory, which are ſo well 
ſupported by the teſtimony of the Writers them- 
elves, and therefore he who ſhall diſcredit this, 


will very much ſhake the faith of hifory, and may 


eaſily find pretences for cluding any fact which 
depends on the report of ancient Writers. 


KIN 1 fo b "ay. 1 ** 5 4 „„ N ak 1 121 
NI. But there is one objection, which our Au- 


thor i inſiſts much upon, and which I have reſerv'd 
to this place to be conſider'd laſt of all, becauſe 
it affects all the witneſſes we have alledg*d, except 
FJuſtinian. It is this, that the Writers, whoſe teſ- 
timony we build upon in this matter, were credulous 


men, eaſy to be impoſed upon by falſe accounts 


of miracles, as appears from other inſtances of their 
relating many things which are improbable, and 


ſome that are ridiculous. But hen our Author 


would compare theſe inſtances with this of the Con- 
feſſors in Mauritania, he ſeems to forget that there 


z neither any ſimilitude in the nature of the facts, 
nor in the manner of the teſtimony given to them. 
The fact was here of fo publick and fo permanent 


ta nature, ſo eaſy to be canvaſs d over and over b 


multitudes of people, that if we eould ſuppoſ 
ſſome weak perſons capable of being deceiv'd, yet 


it is not to be imagin'd that the impoſture ſhould 


remain undiſcover'd, ſo as to be tranſmitted to fu- 


ture ages for an undiſputed miracle, The credit 
of it depends not on the teſtimony of a ſingle 
-perſon, but the concurrent evidence of many wit- 


neſſes, relating it not from any looſe or uncon-. 


fider'd 


[i 


1 


on 


approyed and manifeſted to their own ſenſes: and 
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| $46? reports; but as a matter dat vas really 


all this without any attempt made on the other 
ide, to diſparage or abate the credit of ſo ſur- 
pri event. We may therefore well inſiſt 
upon this fact as ſufficiently atteſted, and yet not 


8 require the ſame belief of every obſcure relation 


which w-We may poſſibly meet with in one or other 


of the ſame Writers, without any fix'd circum- 


ſtances of time or place, without ſuch permanency 


of effect, ſuch publick opportunity of making en- 
quiry, or ſuch general conſent of contemporary 


and ſucceeding Authors. 


X!II. Theſe conſiderations are of ſuch weight 

towards eftabliſhing the truth of this piece of hiſ- 
_. tory, that our Author himſelf has not reſolution 
enough to leave the ſubject, - without allowing it 


to have ſome real foundation. He admits k, iz is 


not probable that the whole thing ſhould be an entire 
nothing," but- the bare imagination of zealous Hifto- 
rians. He admits therefore that Hunneric did or- 
der the tongues of theſe Confeſſors to be cut out, 


but conjectures withall, that ſome of them might 


poſſibly loſe only a part of their tongue, after which 
they might be able to ſpeak without a miracle. But 
if this poſſible conjecture is enough to bear down 


the expreſs and poſitive aſſertion of eye-witneſles, 
deliver d by the Writers of that age in the cleareſt 


terms, and tranſmitted to — ages without 
any contradiction, I muſt ſtill ſtick to my opi- 
nion, that the credibility of hiſtory is loſt, and 


there is no ancient fact ſo well atteſted, but men 


of wit and fancy may invent ſome method or 
other to elude it. Our Author cannot but allow 
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Aktion, and ſuch a piece of hiſtory have its riſe from 


the 
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